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As a result of his outstanding leadership,

technical competence and commitment to ex-
cellence, the Memphis District has effectively
and efficiently executed its flood control, navi-
gation and environmental missions. During his
tenure, Colonel Bean managed a number of
projects that will have lasting benefits for the
people of Tennessee’s Ninth Congressional
District and the nation. These projects include
the Nonconnah Creek Flood Control project,
the Wolf River environmental restoration and
flood control study, and flood control and navi-
gation maintenance on the Mississippi River,
the Wolf River Harbor and the McKellar Lake
Harbor.

In addition to his accomplishments as an
engineer, Colonel Bean also possesses con-
siderable management-employee relations
skills. After assuming his post, he worked hard
to cultivate a relationship of mutual trust and
respect among the employees and manage-
ment of the Memphis District. As a result,
Local 259 of the National Federation of Fed-
eral Employees nominated Colonel Bean for a
Society of Federal Labor Relations Profes-
sionals award for having the most improved
labor/management relationship. In May, Colo-
nel Bean was selected from a large number of
nominees for the award.

Although Colonel Bean will be missed by all
who had the privilege to work or be associated
with him, I am confident that his legacy will
continue. In July, Colonel Bean will assume
the post of Deputy Director of the Maneuver
Support Battle Lab in Ft. Leonard Wood, Mis-
souri. I ask my colleagues to join me in honor-
ing an individual who has throughout his ca-
reer demonstrated through deed, courage and
strong leadership that he is a professional sol-
dier and an outstanding engineer.
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
today, I am introducing legislation that would
protect poor mothers and their children who
have been victims of the so-called family cap-
child exclusion provision used by 23 states in-
cluding my own state of New Jersey.

Three years ago, I supported efforts to re-
form our nation’s federal welfare system. How-
ever, I had grave concerns at the time about
a provision in the House’s version of welfare
reform legislation that would have cut off cash
assistance for any additional children born to
a woman while she was on welfare, known as
the family cap. I objected to this provision be-
cause I believed that it would encourage
women to have abortions in their hour of
greatest need or drive families farther into
poverty.

The bill I am introducing today no longer al-
lows states to implement their own version of
a family cap if they desire to continue to re-
ceive their Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) block grant. My bill is very
simple: a state will receive its TANF dollars as
long as it does not impose a family cap upon
America’s neediest families.

In 1995, I tried to ban the family cap but
failed. I admitted at the time that the family

cap-child exclusion proposal had enormous
surface appeal, since people were fed up with
abuse of the welfare system. As a result, I in-
troduced an amendment which gave states
the option to use a voucher system if they
chose to do away with cash benefits as part
of a larger family cap policy. My amendment
passed overwhelmingly by a vote of 352 to 80.

The two most predictable outcomes of the
family cap-child exclusion policy as imple-
mented by twenty-three states are the likely
increase in the number of babies aborted by
indigent women—many of whom will feel fi-
nancially trapped and abandoned—and the
further impoverishment of children born to
women on welfare.

Recently, my worst fears regarding abortion
and the family cap were confirmed by a Rut-
gers University draft study prepared for the
state of New Jersey which estimated that New
Jersey’s abortion rate increased by 240 abor-
tions per year as a result of the state’s family
cap. As a result, since 1993, nearly 900 abor-
tions have occurred in New Jersey due to the
family cap. Thousands of other children have
also been left to fend for themselves because
their parents are not allowed to receive assist-
ance on their behalf. I led a broad-based coa-
lition of groups opposing the state’s original
request for a waiver in 1992 to implement a
family cap policy because we knew that the
family cap would only drive women into great-
er depths of poverty and despair and con-
sequently increase the likelihood that they
would abort their child. Sadly, our concerns
were confirmed by the Rutgers study.

We knew at the time that money—or more
precisely the lack of it—heavily influences a
woman’s decision to abort her child. A major
study by the Alan Guttmacher Institute, a re-
search organization associated with Planned
Parenthood, found that 68% of women having
abortions said they did so because ‘‘they
could not afford to have a child now.’’ Among
21% of the total sample this was the most im-
portant reason for the abortion; no other factor
was cited more frequently as ‘‘most impor-
tant.’’

Demographers have pointed out that
‘‘young, poor, and minority women are more
likely to have abortions than older, more afflu-
ent, and white women,’’ even though ‘‘these
same groups are also more likely to oppose
the right to abortion . . . Seven in ten (70 per-
cent) women with incomes of less than
$25,000 disapprove of abortion, compared
with 52 percent of more affluent women. [Yet]
poorer women account for two-thirds (67 per-
cent) of abortions.’’ One expert observes:
‘‘Few would say an abortion is a good thing,
but many women who believe that abortion is
wrong find themselves unable to support a
child when they become pregnant.’’

The family cap is likely to tip the balance for
each poor woman who feels that society has
no real interest in the survival of her baby.
She will get a powerfully negative message—
that her child has no value—especially from
those states where Medicaid abortion is read-
ily available.

Then one of two things will happen. The
woman will have an abortion, or the family will
descend further into poverty.

Mr. Speaker, the family cap/child exclusion
might present a close question if the incre-
mental payment for a new baby were really so
high that it might encourage women and girls
to get pregnant and have babies just to get

welfare. But this concern simply evaporates
when we look at the facts.

The additional assistance per child varies
from state to state, but the median is $57 per
month—fifty-seven dollars. Out of this the
mother must pay for the child’s clothing,
shoes, diapers and other baby supplies, laun-
dry, and bus fare for medical checkups. Ac-
cording to statistics compiled by Catholic
Charities in 1994, the low-end costs for these
items total $88.50 per month. So the mother
is $31.50 in the hole even before she begins
paying for the child’s other expenses. We sim-
ply mislead ourselves when we assume that
this constitutes an incentive to have more ba-
bies.

Mr. Speaker, there was much about the wel-
fare system that needed changing in 1995—
people were trapped in the cycle of poverty
and despair. They needed a new program.
They needed help and the bulk of our new
provisions have been beneficial. But letting
states pay to terminate the life of a child while
the same state refuses to pay a mere $64 a
month for food and clothing for that child is
unconscionable. Instead, if we want welfare to
be temporary and to be a true safety net—a
safety net against abortion under duress, a
safety net against descent into deeper pov-
erty, then we must ban the family cap.

One abortion is one too many. It is wrong
for the government, whether it be federal,
state, or local to embrace policies that would
promote abortion and financial impoverish-
ment. The family cap does just that. I encour-
age my colleagues to join me in cosponsoring
my legislation.

f

TRIBUTE TO DR. EVELYN G.
LEWIS

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 16, 1998

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, today I would like
my colleagues here in the United States
House of Representatives to join me in honor-
ing a dedicated public servant, and a very
special person, Dr. Evelyn G. Lewis, who is
retiring after 35 years in Education with her
most recent tenure as principal of University
High School in Newark.

We in Essex County have been very fortu-
nate to have a person of Dr. Lewis’s talent
and outstanding abilities, working on behalf of
our children. In addition to her many achieve-
ments at University High School, Dr. Lewis
also distinguished herself as a hardworking in-
dividual. She has served as Originator and
Coordinator of the ‘‘Newark Business Skills
Olympics’’. Organizer and Chairperson of
Newark’s Business Advisory Committee and
Chair of the Curriculum Committees and the
Textbook Review Committee.

On Friday, June 12, 1998 family, friends
and colleagues of Dr. Lewis will gather to
honor her for her many contributions to the
youth of Essex County. Mr. Speaker, let us
join in congratulating Dr. Lewis and wishing
her all the best as she leaves public service
and pursues new challenges.
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